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Article abstract
Translation, Systems and Research: The Contribution of Polysystem Studies to Translation Studies -The aim of this article is not at all to examine Polysystems theory nor Polysystems research as such, but rather to discuss the impact Polysystems research has had in the development of a new discipline, i.e. Translation Studies. The ambiguous position of PS research within Translation Studies is due to its interdisciplinary claims and, on the other hand, to the necessity to work in a real world of disciplines where institutionalization is inevitable and even needed. The starting point of PS theory is not translation at all, but rather the dynamic functions fulfilled by translation within (inevitably) heterogeneous cultures and societies. On the basis of such hypotheses about culture(s) a rich panorama of new questions for research on translation has been worked out, as well as methodological models, and individual and collective descriptive research has been started in many countries on many cultural situations. Hence it may be accepted that descriptive research on translation would hardly have existed without the programmatic PS contribution and that the establishment of Translation Studies as an academic discipline is greatly indebted to PS. The gradual extension through various countries and disciplines (film studies, media studies, social organization, etc.) has favoured combinations with other approaches while making less clear the specific profile of the PS approach. It may be said that PS has served research as such, much more than its own sake, but wasn't this exactly the goal it wanted to achieve?
dealing explicitly with PS after having kept silent 1 on this matter for many years is more than just a challenge. Hence my attempt to proceed sine ira et studio.
Back to the origins
One of the first difficulties specific to the reception of the PS model is that although its aims are and have always been interdisciplinary, the history of its perception cannot be isolated from the history of more individual disciplines. PS is known mainly within Literary Studies and especially within Translation Studies, which may give the impression that its range and ambitions are limited to some particular disciplines and even more to one discipline, since specialists in translation are not necessarily specialists in literary research and vice versa. While reacting against such a reduced scope, I nevertheless feel entitled to deal here mainly (though not exclusively) with Translation Studies. One of the consequences will be that Gideon Toury's name will be used much more often than Itamar Even-Zohar's. Due to institutional as well as personal factors Toury has been involved in translation whereas his master has dealt more generally with semiotics and with PS. The personal history of scholars plays a role in the institutionalization of research, and vice versa: the father of the PS theory has been more influential in Literary Studies than in Translation Studies. One of the paradoxes is that Toury has never behaved like a propagandist of a given scholarly model and that he has rather avoided putting his own key concepts under any label that might have excluded him too radically from others. The personal history and career of many other disciples of the PS theory have influenced its contemporary status in a similar 1.
Theo Hermans mentions that the advocates of the PS approach have more or less stopped mentioning this theoretical model (Hermans, 1994) . In fact they may be convinced (as I am myself) that the best way of serving it is not necessarily to keep theorizing about it but rather to use it as a heuristic and methodological tool. It is also the best way to avoid polemical discussions.
Since then the promotion of the PS model has been rather heavily indebted to several individual scholars from the "Low Countries" who happened themselves to travel and to publish world-wide. Among many other semantic shifts, I should mention that the Leuven symposium was organized within one single departmentLiterary Studies -and that many other representatives of the PS approach, while claiming more or less systematically that they wanted to revise borderlines, have been working mainly within similar departments, even more within Moisan (1987 and , Pageaux (1994) and especially in Lambert (1981) and Bassnett (1993 ," nowadays it has won a position within the International Comparative Literature Association which is inevitably linked with the PS model. Though still controversial from the point of view both of literary research and translation research, its basic features are at least known and hence partly established. One of the consequences is that even in Translation Studies many scholars still tend to reduce PS to its literary backgrounds. But those who started the "Literature and Translation" Symposium in 1976 today support translation research in an interdisciplinary way under the name "Descriptive Translation Studies" (which needs to be updated), they publish Target, they train researchers from many cultural and scholarly backgrounds at CETRA (the former CERA Chair) and they cooperate in world-wide handbooks for Translation Studies: the literary background is not forgotten but it gives a much too narrow idea of the PS model and its scope. One of the problems may be whether PS itself, hardly mentioned any more in the contemporary writings of its first promoters (Hermans, 1994) , has also been forgotten.
Goals of the discussion
In the discussion and position paper that follows there will be no attempt at all to summarize again the basic principles and claims of the PS approach. Besides the programmatic key books (Even-Zohar, 1978; Even-Zohar, 1990; Toury, 1980 ) and a few programmatic articles (Even-Zohar, 1978; Toury, 1978; Lambert, 1981 and 1983b) , several books and recent discussion papers (Hermans, 1985; Dimic & Garstin, 1988; Tötösy, 1992; Iglesias Santos, 1994) have been published, in very different countries, much too often in isolation, sometimes while reducing PS to certain of its components 4.
. Lefevere used the "guilty conscience" idea as a leitmotif in a brilliant paper given to the British Comparative Literature Society at Norwich in December 1975.
and to certain cultural areas. From this angle PS has simply been treated as most new theoretical models.
My main intention is to reach those who want to re-examine the matter and those who want to learn more about it. I mainly want to demonstrate that PS has greatly contributed to the establishment of systematic research on translation, from within Translation Studies, but also while opening up the field from the point of view of other disciplines. Whether PS works itself as an established paradigm, as a school or as an operational theory will be left open. It is simply accepted that when research models have been operational in the past they may have a future. And this is the very reason why PS and its basic hypotheses deserve to be taken seriously by colleagues interested in research, whatever the name of the approach may be.
What PS exactly means may be reflected by the terminology used here. I shall distinguish between the first basic theory, called also the PS hypothesis (i.e. the idea that there is a systematic distinction/opposition between various theoretical/practical concepts of literature, translation, communication and that such oppositions tend to produce hierarchies). This theory has been used as a program for research, and not simply as a theory for its own sake (it is not a closed theory, which offers definitions once for all: all definitions have to be discussed and tested out), which implies the use of criteria/parameters for research (PS research; the PS model or frame). This is one of the key features of this theory: its aim is not to theorize but to provide models and methodology for research. Additional hypotheses and theories have been developed with reference to the same frame, which means that PS is more than one single theory or hypothesis. As every human enterprize the research has been carried out by many scholars in several centers and countries, sometimes with the aid of collective publications, which explains why certain colleagues take it for a school. However the idea of school obviously simplifies the relationship between the various publications, projects, centers and scholars, the more since the label PS is certainly used much less nowadays than between 1980 and 1990. Certain among these scholars (Even-Zohar, Toury, Lambert, Hermans, Lefevere) and centers (Tel-Aviv, Leuven) have been identified more directly with the PS theory than others, but the idea of monopolies and orthodoxy is a delicate matter in this context although the exact origin of most particular concepts and hypotheses can easily be traced. The relevance and the fruitfulness of the various hypotheses and methods developed along these lines is not at stake however. The quotation that opens my article is a program in itself: it indicates that Even-Zohar himself did not want to offer a finalized system of theories. It would be a strange paradox if those who have wanted to recognize him as a guide would have been more dogmatic.
Since articles are by definition supposed to be short, many key problems will be formulated and discussed in terms of (hypo)theses. Theses and hypotheses may favour discussion by making explicit what is often kept implicit.
It is a well-known fact, especially since Kuhn, that research is anything but a peaceful enterprise. Competition is everywhere, whether we like it or not, and so are attempts to change the scholarly world. For many of us the idea of competition is not strange at all, but this does not imply that we are always aware of it. The behaviour of scholars in general as well as their treatment of the PS model illustrate at least one of the key principles in socio-cultural matters that happens to be a key principle also in PS theory: the struggle for power. This very fact is interesting in itself because the (poly)systemic model has at least certain qualities lacking in most of the other contemporary theories developed in the Humanities since the 1960's: it seems to shake, to divide and also to influence a rather large number of scholars, it is in the worst of cases a polemical matter, and many among those involved in theoften unwritten -polemics have a rather erratic behaviour since their praxis often contradicts their own theory. One of the strong arguments in favour of a model like the PS theory is that its relevance is rather confirmed than contradicted by the behaviour of scholars: the idea of competition is operational not simply in relation with texts or writers, but also in relation with scholars. PS theory teaches us a lot about a particular kind of social organization, i.e.
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scholarship. Whatever this may mean for its general relevance, it also teaches us how new hypotheses may help provide new insights in areas that are not officially at stake. Assuming that the PS model applies to the behaviour of scholars and to the scholarly world, we may conclude that its relevance cannot be reduced at all to literature nor translation and that it also explains something about (a very sophisticated) social behaviour. Is it correct, then, to oppose PS to "theories of action" like Habermas', Schmidt's, Bourdieu's etc. while assuming that PS applies to "communication" and not to "action" (cf. De Geest, 1993) ?
Scholars' reactions to theories like the (poly)systems theory reveal a lot about their own positions and goals. It is clear that there have been many positive and negative reactions to the various systemic approaches and in particular to the PS approach. The lack of official (written) reactions on the side of many colleagues who have uttered their opinion in an unofficial (and oral) way cannot be without significance. Why do scholars react in an emotional rather than a scholarly way when new models develop in their field? The answer in systemic terms would be that new models are inevitably in competition with the previous ones and that they threaten established (power) positions. PS has no privilege either in its explanatory power or in its controversial position but it seems to be relevant in its hypotheses about human behaviour: scholars and scholarship are not innocent at all, they struggle for recognition and "distinction" (Bourdieu, 1979) and hence for prestige and power.
When looking for an explanation of this social behaviour among scholars, we do not necessarily need the Polysystem hypothesis, implying that other models are at least compatible with the PS theory. Another consequence of the relevance of the PS in matters of scholarly behaviour is that this particular theory may offer models and solutions for the observation of social behaviour, and not at all exclusively of literary or translational phenomena. What kind of a theory is it then if it has any relevance beyond the borderlines of disciplines such as Literary Studies and Translation Studies?
Even-Zohar often claims that most of the PS hypothesis can be traced in the Russian formalists' work and particularly in the 1928 writings of Tynjanov. Besides indicating basic models, such references also belong to the rhetorics of theoretical thinking in research and in culture. Theoreticians as well as societies need to have their tradition and they may even need to create it. Russian formalism and even Eastern Europe (cf. Segall, 1982) are certainly an important background of PS. But the exact links with Russian Formalism are interesting for many other reasons. The ShlovskiTynjanov-Jakobson group was also something more than just a body of theories, it was above all a socio-cultural phenomenon, a group of artists-theoreticians-scholars that has never really pretended to offer a finalized body of theoretical models and still less a systematic enterprise of theory-based research. Secondly, the intellectual heritage of the Formalists (and Structuralists) remains unclear and controversial until this very day.
It may seem exaggerated to compare the PS movement with the Formalists' tradition. Yet both are the illustration of unsystematic collective activities where theory and practice do not always coincide. Above all, the use of history reveals in both cases how the past of theories belongs to the manipulation of history. Let us use one simple illustration: whatever Even-Zohar may have written, the formalists and Tynjanov in particular did not start their theories on the basis of translational experiences.
The heterogeneity of cultures
Rather than looking for historical relations let us focus now on the PS program and its implications, stressing more particularly the question of translation.
Unlike most other theories on language, literature and culture, including other systemic ones, Even-Zohar's discussions started on the basis of general considerations on the interaction between languages, literatures, societies and cultures while considering the heterogeneity -and the dynamics -of translated communication as a more or less particular kind of communication The use of hypotheses rather than more "traditional," i.e. more closed, theories, distinguishes the PS model from many but not from all other approaches to cultural phenomena. It implies the need for research: hypotheses have no relevance on their own, they may prove efficient or totally irrelevant. Only systematic and organized research can provide more established and more panoramic (still hypothetical) theories. The very idea of research introduces a new status for theories in the Humanities at a moment when static (i.e. closed) and eclectic or partial theories are rather popular. The ambition of PS was not at all to offer an attractive theoretical model for its own sake but to provide scholarship with concepts and tools that would allow a better and more systematic analysis of translational, literary or cultural phenomena. It has been shown that PS theory is linked with a certain cultural (East-European) background (Segall, 1982) . Literature, linguistics, translation are other aspects of such a background; it is not at all clear to what extent the systemic rules apply also to oral communication from the Middle Ages or from modern times. Such background problems seem to reduce the scope of any kind of theory, but the difference may be the way PS theory takes into consideration that theory is never and can never be developed out-of-space-and-time: when approaching any kind of object scholars are expected to bear in mind that their categories are themselves part of history whose relevance needs to be tested in empirical terms. Theoretical thinking itself will always have difficulties in escaping universalistic and thus static ambitions. Hence PS scholars will probably often overlook how limited and research-bound their models remain. This leads to some not unimportant quarrels about the exact status of systems (cf. Döring, 1989) : are they mere hypotheses in themselves or would they exist as such in their Dasein? How systematic and how coherent are systems in their dynamics and hence in their heterogeneity? If the general idea of norms and thus of hierarchy seems to be confirmed in many cultural situations -including translations -, it is not clear whether all cultural phenomena in any cultural situation are clearly submitted to hierarchies. The extent to which such relationships between, say, writers, translators and their audiences are also submitted to regularities between norms and hence to models (or schemes) is another matter for discussion.
Given its official openness and its use of hypotheses rather than of theses, PS theory can be only one among the (many) theories in disciplines dealing
The basic idea that literature (and/or communication and/or any kind of action) is not a matter of substance, but rather a matter of relations and that the aim of research is to study the principles underlying such relationships has indeed been formulated by Tynjanov, a long time ago, but also in Pierre Bourdieu's works since the seventies (cf. Bourdieu, 1994) . PS theory does not have the monopoly on such a relational ("functional") approach to cultural phenomena but probably no theoretical approach -besides Bourdieu's -has made this more explicit. The exact relationship between various more or less explicitly systemic approaches like Siegfried J. Schmidt's and others (for a bibliographical survey see Tötösy, 1992) has hardly ever been discussed among the promoters of the various systems theories: the key theoreticians avoid rather than approach each other, which may in itself be an interesting confirmation of the competition/distinction principle.
On the other hand, the systems concept is not the only way to deal with relations. Many more traditional approaches to language or to literature -such as sociolinguistics -are accustomed to the idea of relationships and conflicts. Hence many kinds of research appear to be compatible with PS/systemic approaches as long as their focus is on relations rather than on substances. This is why many disciples of the PS model hardly care (any more) about the (often too fetishistic but sometimes also too artificial) use of the word "system." The advantage of the PS frame seems to be that it provides scholars with a few explicit schemes and methods. The question remains: how limited or unlimited the resources are of a theoretical model that is flexible while being abstract and functional?
The evaluation of the PS model and its contribution to research in (at least) two disciplines is made difficult by the complex dissemination of texts and ideas in many isolated channels and in many different countries. While several theoreticians have adapted or innovated the model in several countries, often without any mention of their backgrounds, hardly anybody (not even Even-Zohar, 1990 or Tötösy, 1992 ) has a world-wide panoramic view on PS research.
Although many research programs have been worked out in recent years in order to account for the heterogeneity and the mobility of cultures, from deconstruction to pragmatics, it appears that none among them focusses more explicitly on the use of verbal communication as an aspect of language systems, literary systems and communication in general. The interaction between these different programs is a basic need for research as such. The only one however that integrates the matter of translation into the question of culture is the PS model.
The heart of the matter: PS research rather than theory
According to Even-Zohar, one of the first criteria for a discussion of the relevance of theoretical hypotheses is to establish whether they solve more problems in a satisfactory (systematic) way than other hypotheses (Even-Zohar, 1978) . This is a very pragmatic point of view. Without further basic questions we might accept that the PS approach has had a positive impact on research from the moment it proved itself efficient. Given the fact that the focus was cultural phenomena like literature, translation, communication, it would be sufficient to indicate where successful research has developed on the basis of PS.
Only a few aspects of the recent history of Translation Studies can be traced here and it is impossible to discuss any of them at length. It will lead us into the history and historiography of the discipline (it could and should lead into other disciplines), where some developments described might be linked also with other models. Historians are aware that history cannot be accounted for in terms of monogenesis. It would be contradictory and counterproductive to provide polysystemic explanations while reducing the dynamics of research to one single paradigm. In certain particular matters, however, the dominant impact of PS in the renewal of our field remains quite obvious.
Conceptualization
Immediately after the Leuven symposium the distribution of the new PS theory linked rather than separated literature and translation. In the various international channels where PS penetrated and survived (often under other names), translation and literature have quite often been separated, which explains why many groups referring to the same basic texts ignore each other more or less systematically. This is in itself a sufficient way of justifying my discussion hie et nunc.
The concept of "Translation Studies" was promoted first by James S Holmes, then gradually accepted by many colleagues. It is true that the term "Traductology" (or "translatology"), notwithstanding its French backgrounds, is also quite common. One of the arguments against "traductologie"/"traductology f distinction very explicit either, but the idea of "Wissenschaft" is so heavy in this case that it refers more explicitly to research than does "traductologie". In fact the very distinction between the research-oriented approach and the practice/didactic-oriented approach is heavily indebted to Gideon Toury's norms concept and to his arguments in favour of a so-called descriptive approach. Whatever may have been written before 1976, the very idea that translation cannot really be defined without research and without a largely cultural and historical research program is due to Gideon Toury, who borrowed most of his key concepts (norms, models, systems, theory vs. descriptive research, etc.) from Even-Zohar. 
What has changed exactly?
It is quite normal that scholars involved in discussions and in the flow of life do not perceive too well how their behaviour and their concepts keep changing. Like other human beings, scholars may have excellent reasons for denying change or for denying influences by particular people or events. According to Bourdieu a new anthropology is needed, also for the study of scholarly behaviour: sociologists, anthropologists and hence the Humanities in general tend to distinguish too simply between what is individual and what is collective, conscious or unconscious (Bourdieu, 1994) . With the aid of particular methods, it is not always too difficult to establish when and where exactly new views have developed and how they may have conquered new individuals and groups. In the case of scholarly discourse on translation a few sudden shifts can be located and clearly linked with the use of the PS approach. Many first occurred during the 1976 symposium in Leuven, where suddenly the following questions were reformulated by several participants (as can be shown from their subsequent publications):
• What do we mean by translation?
• How can we plan research when we assume that there is no satisfactory theoretical model for the study of translation?
• What is the aim/the use of a theory?
• What is required for a theory to meet scholarly requirements?
• What is the relationship/distinction between theory and research? Why is (historical) research needed?
• How can we distinguish between normative and scholarly theories?
• What exactly is to be studied when we want to do research on translation?
• How can we account for translational phenomena in terms of norms?
• How do we relate the translators' and the critics' statements to translations?
• To what extent do societies and cultures play a role in individual translation processes?
• How can we relate the position of translations/translators to the translation method? Countries' PS contributions at all. As a whole, the list of names and centers, the channels used, the questions asked indicate that, if there is a sociological phenomenon like a PS movement at all, it is anything but a school. There are more common grounds than common aims.
Many scholars, supervisors and groups of scholars have borrowed their research program very explicitly from the new theoretical discussions issued by the PS disciples. They have done so in many countries and in many departments, often with explicit reference to Even-Zohar, Toury, myself, Lefevere and others, but also quite often without using any explicit reference at all or while referring to occasional promoters of the PS approach. It can be assumed again that many occasional contributions to PS research, though often somewhat primitive and disappointing, are the best illustration of the innovative force of the new theoretical model (Cheung, forthcoming applies DTS to didactics). Even the explicitly negative discussions have contributed to the development of research and often also to a further sophistication in conceptualization. Among the most efficient disseminators of the new conceptual frame are the many colloquia on translation in various countries. Scholars are (also) social beings: though written evidence is almost totally lacking, many individual and collective research initiatives in the field of Translation Studies have their direct origin in colloquia around the world. The only way to catch this kind of evidence in the development of a new model could be a diachronic and synchronic analysis of the conceptual positions in the keynote papers before and after such colloquia.
Institutionalization?
The theme of the lack of research on translation has become a kind of leitmotif in certain areas of Literary Studies, but hardly at all in Linguistics, where it might be much more needed. The feeling that research was needed had no reason to develop within the institutes for the training of translators and interpreters. It is within the academic research world that the need for research and for institutionalized research programs had to be expressed first. The beginning of the conceptualization of research on translation started before 1975 and a certain time before any PS ideas were published internationally, among others in the articles by James S Holmes (later collected in Holmes, 1988) . But in the case of PS research it was from within a university and from within university networks that the matter of translation gained recognition and that it was treated as a matter for research, also being provided with technical and methodological tools and, little by little, channels for communication. It is more than a coincidence that Transst, James S Holmes' newsletter, was created after the Leuven symposium and was taken up again by Toury more than ten years later: nowadays it is known world-wide. The institutionalization of channels promoting research on translation has taken several years and nowadays it is no longer very clear where exactly it started, but insiders can locate a few decisive moments. It is hard to imagine how the establishment of the first society for research on translation (EST., i.e. the European Society for Translation Studies) would have taken off without the sudden connection between the institutes for translation training and the universities, represented mainly by small groups. Similar connections have probably been as decisive, a.o. the creation of the research group in Göttingen, probably the first real research group in Translation Studies outside of the machine translation projects. Neither in the establishment of the Göttingen SFB nor of EST the PS theory was mentioned, but the impact of Descriptive Translation Studies is obvious in the formulation of research goals by these new institutions. The idea of collective research based on explicit theoretical models and systematic corpora has in itself nothing specific to PS but it has been heavily promoted by those who initiated the idea of research on translation. This implies that neither the PS model nor any other model can claim to have changed the whole world of Translation Studies on its own but that their combination and interaction have provided a basis for a more institutionalized research situation. This aspect of history and of the history of research in general cannot be undone any more, although many universities and countries continue to regard translation and interpreting as a mere service and as a technical matter: it is their view that in societies with competent translators no research is needed...
World-wide
It has been said (a.o. Frank, 1989; Frank, 1990) 
One of the most interesting confirmations of certain PS hypotheses is provided nearly every time that
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to contradict the PS hypotheses on this matter. Why then not use them as a start for further discussion, maybe also for refinement?
It is again on the basis of the PS model that research has begun on film adaptation and also, more systematically, on media translation. From the moment communication transcends individual languages and nations we have the opportunity to re-examine how specific the relationships are between nations, societies, literatures, etc. (Lambert, 1989a) . Moreover, the use of the new media technology places us in new cultural situations which allow us to redefine the relevance -if any -of particular hypotheses. It is in this context that one of the most explicit PS hypotheses about the source/target relationships may need to be reformulated : it seems indeed that although in most cultural situations translations fulfil a need from the target group's point of view, most contemporary international communications are needed from the moment such a need is created by a given source group (Lambert, 1989b) . Contemporary societies redefine the whole game while disconnecting space, time, language, nation, etc., to an ever greater extent: source and target positions remain relevant but within new cultural, political, linguistic and economic frames. Within Translation Studies neither the question of mass communication nor that of media translation has been simply discovered by PS, but the general research program as worked out nowadays may has already been enriched by questions borrowed from PS.
In the course of our work with several colleagues to formulate general question schemes for an encyclopedia of Translation Studies (Frank et al, 1994) , we have been well aware that one of the most basic questions ("What exactly does translation mean in a given society?") has often been asked in the past by scholars and intellectuals from many different cultures and disciplines. However, the tools available now for the organization of such questions and research programs have been formulated only quite recently. In their conceptualization, PS theory has obviously been a substantial player, maybe simply because it has offered the first explicit research program. Twenty years ago scholars would have reduced such questions to the problem of quality and hardly tackled the problem of functions. It is due to such assumptions that translation was considered to be a matter for translation scholars only -if at all -and not for the Humanities in general. The idea that translation is a matter for scholarly disciplines like sociology, linguistics, media studies, bible studies, colonial history, etc., is heavily indebted to the new questions raised since the seventies under the influence of the PS approach. There is no doubt that a "cultural turn" -as the Anglo-Saxon world likes to put it -has taken place, but its origin goes back to the many articles written in the mid-seventies about the way societies construct their translational concept along their value scales and on the basis of prestige and power.
Beyond Translation: Neighbouring Disciplines
From the moment the concept of norms is taken seriously, it is hard to conceive Translation Studies in static terms, i.e. independently of other disciplines. This is indeed one of the implications of Toury's thinking on the central role of norms. Before these considerations were known the so-called literary approach and the so-called linguistic approach to translation were clearly separated if not incompatible. Since then, many conferences on translation have devoted energetic debates to the redefinition of the borderlines between linguistics and literary studies as far as translation is concerned. It was some time before the redefinition of borderlines and competences was taken seriously but nowadays it is not an issue at all except among those who have failed to keep up with the evolution. Relating such a shift only to the discovery of PS and/or to Toury's influence would be foolish except to the extent that without them the norms concept would not have been adopted so suddenly.
It is a strange path that leads from psychology -where important aspects of systems theory have developed since the fifties -into sign systems, linguistics, literary studies, translation studies and back to psychology. Disciplines that have their own history are now establishing new contacts and exchanging their experiences in an interdisciplinary way. Strangely enough colleagues from (social) It is of no use to mention every particular new use of PS models in the field of Translation Studies, not even in order to demonstrate how many different areas have been discovered and explored. It would be naive indeed to conclude from this proliferation of initiatives and from its diversity that PS can function as a magic tool. Just like other approaches it requires continuity and follow-up. Yet it has stimulated innovation. Hence one basic merit is clear: no other approach in Translation Studies -let us keep other disciplines for other occasions and debates -has generated more projects, questions and investigations during the last twenty years.
Limits, Shortcomings, Debates
Rather than discussing the basic relevance/irrelevance of the PS approach, I have just indicated in what areas it has claimed to innovate research and in what areas it has indeed produced new investigations. It would be counterproductive to try to examine in merely theoretical terms how far PS theory is right or wrong. Those who want to clarify such matters without having tested them out have by definition missed one of the starting points of this particular research program.
But there are definitely some weaknesses and shortcomings in the research carried out so far under the PS label or on behalf of PS. Besides possible -or inevitable -shortcomings in the formulation of its goals, PS theory has to rely on systematic (historical-descriptive) research. More than any other model in this area it is useless without research. This implies the interaction between theory, methodology and the actual research, which in turn implies an infrastructure in terms of manpower, institutional infrastructure and budgets. The strength of such approaches is also their weakness. How could new models for research meet such requirements from the beginning? Interdisciplinary research has a tough time in our rather feudal-looking academy, where lobbies rather than scholarly arguments decide about disciplines. Moreover, collective research as such is hard to start up in the Humanities. Would this then mean that real research is not possible at all in the Humanities? Whatever the answer may be, PS research itself, like other functional research models, explains quite well why research as such is in trouble and why research focusing on norms and power without trying to support them will always be perceived as a threat. It is so much easier, after all, to use research as a way of celebrating heroes, stars and morality.
The goals of PS research are/can be made so general that one may wonder whether they can coincide with any particular discipline. They focus on the basic rules of communication and hence also of societies. To the extent that they deal with relationships rather than with substances (in harmony with Tynjanov but also with Bourdieu), they can hardly be alien to any kind of socio-cultural research or anthropology.
Rather than discussing these very basic and general questions I have tried to locate some more particular results. I have avoided discussing again particular arguments from the rather isolated debates, partly because they seem not to compromise the use and the possible efficiency of the approach as such. Whether the "system'V'mega-polysystem" has any status in itself or whether it is just a beautiful hypothesis stops being the (main) point from the moment it allows new kinds of relevant research. Whether it is an anti-humanistic view on literature and culture -as a few comparatists tend to say, revealing how they submit to values rather than investigate them -is not the point either: research itself is probably anti-humanistic in as much as its first aim is to promote knowledge rather than to improve mankind (which may be a consequence of knowledge). How could one avoid being deterministic -and anti-humanistic -while assuming that (a) may have a given impact on (b)? For many literary scholars the real enemy is simply research itself. The attempt to demonstrate (Frank, 1990 ; see the discussion in De Geest, 1993) that PS cannot work since it does not conform to a saussurean concept of system (or to a pseudo-saussurean one?) is not the point either since there are obviously many other non-saussurean concepts of system (Kittel, 1992) . More local misunderstandings, e.g. about the opposition between source and target oriented translation strategies, or the necessity to study translations in relation to "the original," do not even need to be reexamined: it may be sufficient to re-read some of the key texts carefully. Many misunderstandings about the possible relevance of the PS model are indeed due to simple misreadings or to eclectic information, generally limited to particular theoretical discussions and excluding historical-descriptive work. It is true, however, that neither the theoretical nor the historical-descriptive work is accessible to everybody.
A few key issues (sometimes clichés) among the objections against the PS model deserve to be listed here:
• before dealing with systems one ought to know whether they are just heuristic tools or whether they have an ontological and hence an a priori status (Döring, 1989; Geldof, 1986 ); • before assuming that systems exist and that systemic patterns can be observed we should assume that only certain particular, i.e. closed or static systems can be taken into consideration (Frank, 1990) • descriptive research does not make sense since it does not lead into evaluation or quality judgments (Berman, 1995; Snell-Hornby, 1995); • PS approach to translation is too narrow because it excludes translational phenomena that are not labelled as such in a given culture (Cattrysse, 1992) .
By listing here obvious misunderstandings and misreadings together with more serious difficulties -such as the last one -we intend to indicate among other things that objections are interesting in most cases, often just because they reveal basic aspects of common belief. The most interesting misunderstanding is probably the idea that theoretical models are compromised as soon as they have to be revised, or just tested out, and/or that they could be seriously examined in terms of good and bad.
Such misunderstandings have hardly any direct connection with the particular models at stake. Superficial concepts are not at all the monopoly of those who discuss PS, in negative or in positive terms. The too easy and naive use of the PS model has often rather compromised it, in particular when "system" is just another name for "country," "literature" or "language."
It would be a much stronger argument in favour of a systemic approach that our traditional approach to languages, literatures, countries and nations appears to be far too static in our media age. This is why the idea of a new "cartography" of cultures has been one of my own hobby horses in recent times, as a consequence of the evidence of the mobility of nations, languages and traditions in general (Lambert, 1989a) Whatever the answers may be, whatever the compatibilities and incompatibilities may be between the various approaches that claim to tackle such problems, the most striking contribution of (poly)systemic thinking on translational phenomena is that it has generated a methodology, maybe various methodological models for research. Not on its own, but perhaps in a more pervasive way than any other well-identified model. The exact name and origin of such contributions to research are obviously less important than their role.
Survival: 1975 -1995, and beyond?
Until 1980 the limited number of scholars who referred explicitly to the PS frame as a basis for their research organized three colloquia (Leuven, Tel-Aviv, Antwerp). From 1980 they did not feel any further need for "isolated" colloquia and they have rather used other channels (such as ICLA). Little by little they have kept from the PS approach a large number of questions, ideas, methods rather than the name. At the same time they have stopped behaving as a social group while combining their work with new partners along compatible principles. The paradox is that PS has probably been transformed into research under various labels and that it has probably lost its programmatic identity while just promoting research more than the institutionalization of particular research labels. It wants to be future-oriented, not unlike Descriptive Translation Studies: "descriptive research, and beyond" (Toury, 1995) . Which probably indicates that PS does not exist on its own, certainly not as an organized frame, but that it has changed the scope of Translation Studies and that it has probably contributed to changes in other ones. Under what kind of a label it has chances to survive is probably not the point.
José Lambert: Departement literatuurwetenschap, Katholieke
Universiteit Leuven, Blijde-Inkomststraat 21, B-3000 Leuven globalement, les recherches sur la traduction n'auraient sans doute pas eu de statut universitaire sans le PS. L'essor du PS dans plusieurs disciplines voisines (les études cinématographiques, les recherches sur les médias, sur l'organisation sociale, etc.) a favorisé des combinaisons avec d'autres approches tout en rendant moins spécifique le profil de l'approche. On est en droit d'estimer que le PS s'est ainsi mis au service de la recherche au lieu de servir ses propres fins. En fait, tels furent exactement, semble-t-il, les objectifs officiels dès l'origine.
